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Traditionally, colleges have exhibited a form of ".participatory - 

democracy" in which both faculty and administration are involved, although ; 

it is recognized that final decisions for college policies 4re made by the 

boards of trustees or governing boards. However, a change seems to be 

taking place on the community college campus. Faculties have been seek-- 

ing greater invcSLvement in institutional governance. It has been reported 

in the literature that one of the reasons for faculty favoring collective 

r -It- 
bargaining is tp A increase their impact in institutional decision-making 

(Kemerer and Baldridge, 1975). - 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of collective bar- 
gaining in selected areas of institutional decision-making at Illinois 
community colleges. A representative sample of teaching faculty . from 
Illinois public community colleges was selected to participate in the study. 

In order to achieve this objective, we first looked at faculty impact 
on decision-making at public Illinois community colleges. A review was 
made of the major findings of t a dissettation entitled, "Faculty Impact in , 
Selected Areas of Institutional Decision-Making in Illinois Community 
Colleges" (Decker, 1983). Following a review of these dissert^^BrTliata, 
additional analysis of data was accomplished as a means of examining 
similarities and differences between faculty impact in institutional 
decision-making at unionized and non-unionized colleges- within this sample. 

1 A unionized college was defined as an Illinois community college which 
had a collectively negotiated employment contract for the 1982-1983 t 
academic year. 



/- ' *" C Conceptual Ffamework * , , > 

* The conceptiu^ study relied upon the. shared^ ' 

authority basis of faculty involvement in campus governance and decision- , 
making (Kemerer and Baldridge, 1975) . While it is recognized that shared- 
aftthority forms "the' basis of campus governance, there If ay ej been a number 
of forces mitigating agafinst shared-authority as an operational foundation 
for governance and decision-making^ First, community college- faculty , 
more €han faculty in other types of institutions,* have not : ^traditionally 
been "full -partners"* iiS^Campus governance, as the term, shared authority, 

••4 '» ... 

wbuld suggest (Richardson, 1979) . Community collegeshave been character- 
ized by models of strong if not dominant administrative authority. It is 
only in more recent^years that community college faculty have expressed 
dissatisfaction with their lack of impact upon\ institutional governance. 

< A s^ond force has been a lack of f^^ty ^involvement in institutional 
c ■ * >' 

-decision-making. This lack of -faculty involvement has been identified as 

one of several major factors in the unionization movement of faculty ^ >^ 
(Tice, 1973). Whether or not faculty unions ha^e made substantive differ- 
ences in the decision-making involvement of faculty remains a major 
unresolved issue in the literature. Third, the (interest of faculty desir- 
ing more meaningful involvement in institutional! decision-making has 
increased in recent times (Magarrell, 1982) . Retrenchment and reallocation 
budgets now being encountered by colleges and universities may have ^dded 
to faculty desire^ ,.£o£. a greater role in institutional decision-making. - 
Finally, there is a continuing need t for empirical research in or 
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and faculty pleaders I to usfe in revising existing policies and formulating 
new opportunities for camjJus governance -and institutional decision making, 
^"^r v . Methodology 

Sample ,v ' A - 

The invited sample of - this study included 920 teaching faculty in 
Illinois public community college districts. Twenty teaching faculty in 
each Illinois public community college campus were identified randomly from 
current college catalogs and from irfformation obtained at the office of the 
Illinois Community College Board. Of the fifty^po Illinois community 
college canfpuses* five were eliminated due to idiosyncratic organizational . 
structures, and one college chose not to participate in the study. A total 
of forty-six individual campuses were involved in the study. 

The study was limited to public community colleges in Illinois which 
had comprehensive academic programs and were campus iased. . The researchers 
recognized the limitations of cross-sectional surveys. 

Instrumentation x ~ x 

The instrument used in this study was based on an instrument .designed 
in 1970 by Subcommittee of Committee T on College and University Governance 
of the Amg^pan As^blation of University Professors and used by the 
Academic Collective Bargaining Information Service. Respondents were asked 
to identify the actual and preferred extent of faculty impact on their 
campus. An open-ended question was included which asked individuals tn 
identify the areas where faculty impact increased or decreased as tae 
result: of collective bargaining. 

Twenty items pertaining to specific areas of institutional decision- 
making were formulated. The general categories of the questionnaire dealt 
with faculty personnel status, academic operations, administrator selection, 



financial planning and policy, and professional duties. The instrument was 
field tested at Illinois State University utilising administrators", faculty 
members, and graduate students who had experience in Illinois public com- . 
munity colleges. . Additionally, a panel of, community college professionals 
reviewed the instrument for validity. 

A detailed cover, letter emphasizing the voluntary participation and 
confidentiality of this project was mailed along with a twenty-seven item 
survey instrument to twenty randomly selected teaching faculty at each of 
the forty-six Campuses. Follow-up requests were mailed at three-week 

intervals, and two follow-up "requests were used.- At the end of nine weeks, 

■ * ■ 

responses were received from 621 .individuals (67.5%) , forming the basis 
for the analysis. An additional 24 responses were received for a total of 
645 or 70.1% of the cample. 

Data Analysis > ^ 

The dissertation data utilized/an examination and comparison of demo- 
graphic variables and. categories of faculty perceptions about actual and 
preferred impact of faculty in institutional decisionmaking. Statistics 

fdpummarize and analyze the results included frequency distributions, 
cross tabulations, and the t-test. Computational procedurfe wer- iccom-gpr 
plished by utilizing specific subprograms f vine Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS). ^ 

Findings 

As mentioned earlier, a brief summary of some of the major findings of 
the dissertation will be made, followed by presentation of the results of 
the additional analysis of the dissertation data. 
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Dissertati on Findings .• - > - ' 



A summary of responses in rank order showing actual" and preferred 
faculty- impact in twenty areas of institutional decision making is depicted 
in Table 1. Along with this summary, Tables 2 and- 3 identify frequencies 



and percentages of respondents from unionized institutions yho indicated 

areas of increased and decreased impact ss a result of collective bargaining 

* . 

Table 1 indicates, that the category of academic* op^ations which dealt 
with curriculum, degrefe requirements, grading system, 'and^progr'am admission 
requirements involved the highest degree of faculty impact in decision 
making. On the other hand, the areas where faculty perceived the least 
degree of impact on institutional decision making Included negotiating 
individual faculty salaries with departments, dismissing faculty for* cause, 
and selecting the top campfas administrators' including the presid^|t and the 
academic dean. wK^m^ 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
* — _ * 

Tables 2 and 3 identify faculty views .at unionized campuses about 
areas where there was either an increase in impact; or a decrease, in impact 
as a result of collective bargaining, is Table 2 indicates, these faculty 
respondents believed that collective bargaining had made a favorable impact 
on faculty raises in salary, establishing campus-widf faculty salary 
schedules, determining faculty teaching loads and teaching assignments. 



INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 



Table, 3 identifies* areas where collective bargaining was Received to 
have .had 'a negative impact on faculty decision making on campus. Clearly^ 
the selection b£ campus-wide top administrators, and even the selecti9n of 
department and division chairs, were viewed as areas where collective bar- 
gaining had made least impact. Establishing -faculty salary levels for ^ 
individuals along- with faculty authority in campus governance were also 
identified as areas where. collective bargaining had made the least impact 
on campus • * 



INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
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Additional Analysis of Data 

The dissertation data were subjected to additional data analysis, and 
the results form the basis for the major findings reported in this paper. 
The purpose of this effort was to determine similarities and differences 
between unionized and non-unionized campuses, thus enabling observations to 
be made about the evident impact of collective bargaining on the campuses 
represented in -this statewide population. . 

In order to accomplish this purpose, the data were analyzed using. the 
t-test of differences between mean scores, the characteristics of respondents 
at unionized and non-unionized campuses were compared, jnA .respondent groups 
were examined at both unionized and non-unionized campuses in order to 
determine if there were relationships between demographic characteristics 
and .the extent of faculty impact on areas of institutional decision making. 

Between-group Similarities and Differences . In order to determine the 
extent to which unionized and non-unionized . campuses might be similar in 
faculty impact on decision making, a t-test for differences between mean 



scores was^ calculated . The measureWnt scale'utilized in the survey ques- 
tionnaire was scored on the basis of "1" indicating great impact, "2" 
indicating moderate impact, "3" indicating' little impact, and "4". indicating 
no faculty impact in that area of 'institutional' decision making. * The scale 
was assumed to consist of equal-appearing intervals. 

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4. Mean scores, 

*. • . * 

standard deviations, and t values are showrV for each of the twenty decision- 
making areas. There were statistically significant t values in 10 of the. 
20 decision-making areas. In all but the*one area pertaining to selecting 
department and division chairs, -the mean scores were numerically lower for 
unionized campuses, indicating that faculty on unionized campuses perceived' 
that they had a greater degree of impact in institutional decision making 
than did faculty at non-unionized campuses. * 



INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 



Demographic Characteristics . It was necessary to identify and examine 
the similarities between these two groups^ of faculty at .-unionized and non-. 
unionized institutions. Should these two) groups emerge as substantially 
different in demographic characteristics, these differences might account 
for some or all of the between-group differences in decision-making impacT. 

' Table 5 displays the frequencies and percentages for the two basic 
groups for each category within the six demographic variables of age, sex, 
tenure status, highest degree earned, the number of years teaching at the 
college, and .the respondent's primary discipline. A clear observation to 
be made about Table 5 is the similarity between these two groups. One 



would conclude that* tttese two faculty groups do not differ substantially 
on: any variable and on anjp category within the variables. 

In the area of age, the non-unionized, group is slightly older and more 
evenly spread across the three ^categories from 30 to 59. A larger proportion 
of the unionized, .group is in the 4G-*49 age group. There* are slwhtly more 
women in, the unionized group than the non-unionized group. There is a 
Slightly larger percentage of non-tenured faculty in the ncm-unionized . 
group. In the unionized group, relatively more faculty have progressed in 

educational . attainment beyond the master's degree than in the non-unionized 

• *• 

group. In years teaching £t the college, the unionized group is concentrated 
a bit raor.e in the 11-15 category than* in non-unionized group.- There is a 
similarity between the two groups in primary discipline. - 



INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT , HERE * 

) 



Within-group Similarities and Differences . The area of ..wi thin-group 
similarities and differences enabled us to examine the distribution of 
respondents for the response categories of great, moderate, little, or no 
impact within each af the demdgraphic variables. For this purpose* cross- 
tabulations were utilized with chi squares and significance levels resported 

"I* 

for each table. For the sake of some degree of efficiency, the ar§as where 
significant chi squares occurred are reported in Table 6 in summary form. 
The variable of highest degree attained is omitted due to the evidently, 
random occurrence of three significant chi squares involving that variable. 



INSERT .T^BLE 6 ABOUT HERE 



^ Por the age variable, no significant chi squares emerged ' for either * 

' ' i * ■ ft ' 

unionized or for non-unionfzed* institutions. For the icemaining four- varia- 
bles^, a total^of JL7 significant chi-squares were identified, seven of which 



occurred in yrjionized institutions and the remaining 10 -occurred in non^* 

' * . ^ ?% ; " ■ 

unionized colleges* *" The significant chi-squares g.will be discussed -foi: the 
% ■ w : 

r ' / * ' 

unionised colleges, and then for the nori-unionized colleges. 

In the unionized colleges, there were two significant chi squares 

each for*sex, tenure,- and primary discipline, arid there was one significant 

chi .square for years teaching. Table 7 deals with four selected areas of 

i • 

decision making, and^ identifies four significant chi squares. Relatively 
•mote males 'than females believed that they had greater impact on selecting 
department and division chairs. Also, relatively more- males % than females 
said they had greater impact in short-range budgetary planning. Table 7 
pertains to the tenure variable, also, Proportionately more non-tenured 
faculty said that they hacl greater. impact in giving input to appointing • 
new staff, while proportionately more tenured professors believed that they 
had greater impact in determining teaching loads for -faculty. 



INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE 



Table 8 deals with the variable of years teaching at the college. Con- 
sistent with the literature^ it is observed that as seniority increases 
respondents tend to believe ^that they have greater impact in institutional 
decision making," Conversely, those with less seniority according to years 
teaching at the college. ten4 to express views about not having as much impact 
on* decision making, • Of course, these observations only apply to the single 
decision-making area of selecting the chief executive officer. 
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^» #• INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE 

Tables 9 and 10 pertain to the variable of primary discipline. In 
appointing new faculty* a number of disciplines were represented as 
generally having greatet decision-making impact, and th£s^ included cpmmu- 
nications, business,' math, social science, an$t fine arts * * Nursing and 
physical education faculty expressed that they had relatively less impact 
in this decision area. In the variable of establishing new programs, 
faculty who^ believed that they had relatively greater impact included 
business and nursing, . and* those who believed that theyjhad less impact 
included communications, humanities,* -and fine arts. . 

INSERT TABLES " 9 & 10 ABOUT ftERE 



There were 10 significant chi squares in the non-unionized college 
group. There/were two significant chi squares involving the variable of . 

* 4. ' J ' w 

o o ■ 

t ■ ■• • ' 

sex, three for the tenure v^tiable, fctte far years teaching, and four for 
primary discipline. Relatively more males expressed greater impact in the 
area of 4 e t&rinjLnihg types of degrees awarded, and relatively more females 
expressed greater -impact in the determination of individual faculty 
salaries, as indicated in Table 11. There 'was consistency in the variable 
involving tenure. In all, three decision areas, tenured faculty said .that 
>they had relatively greater impact than did non-tenurq^ facility * 



INSERT STABLE 11 ABOUT HERE 
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Table 12 pertains to the variable of evaluating and revising the ► 

curriculum, and there kre five different age ranges represented. A generally 

■ ■ • * - 

- curvilinear relationship ^appeared with the younger (teacfting 10 years or 

". - ■ • \ 

less) and the mc(re senior (teaching 21 years or moiae) expressing the opinion 

that they had relatively greater decision-making impact. Those who had been 
* » * . • ■ i . . 
^ teaching from 11- to 15 years believed that they^ had relatively less impact 

in' this one , decision-making ar^a. ' 

INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE 

Tables 13 through 16 deal with the variable of primary discipline. 
Communications, nursing/allied health, and fine arts faculty expressed the 
view that they had relatively greater impact in decision making pertaining 
to all four of these areas. On the other hand, faculty in the areas of 
physical education, social science, humanities, and developmental education 

said that tkey had proportionately less impact in institutional decision 

^ ■ 

making as represented by these four decision areas. 

* ' _ ; . 

INSERT TABLES 13, 14, 15, & 16 ABOUT fiERE 



Summary and Discussion of Findings 
In this section, the findings of the additional analysis of these data 
will be summarized briefly. First, the unionized and the non-unionized 
colleges exhibited substantial differences. There were, significant, t-values 
in ten of the 20 decision-makijig areas, and in 19 of 'the 20 areas faculty 

at unionized colleges viewed" that they had a proportionately greater impact 

* * ■ . .■ 

iri institutional decision making than did faculty working at non-unionized : 
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colleges. The survey with which these data were obtained was cross- 
sectional in design, thus subject to the limitations in this type of 
research.' These datar do not permit Us to maTce causal inferences about 
whether or not unionization directly led to perceptions about greater 
impact ii\ institutional decision making. It* may be that in this particular 
group of colleges", there were already-existing perceptions about greater 
faculty decision-making impact , although this possibility is lessened by 
the similarity in demographics described below; 

The second major finding was that faculty in unionized and in non- f**^ 
unionized colleges demonstrated similar demographic and background charac- 
teristics. These were similar groups of individuals in age, sex, 'tenure, 
highest . degree attained, years teaching at the college, and primary 
discipline. Again, in a cross-sectional survey the view represents one 
point in time. It may be that these two faculty groups were different in 
demographic characteristics at another point in time. Yet, this is not 
likely because of a general lack of mobility among college faculty. Thus; 
it seems reasonable to posit that these two groups have not changed appre- 
ciably over time, and they remain similar in demographic characteristics. 
It is not demographic differences which might be resulting in different; 
views about faculty impact in institutional decision making. 

Third, faculty in unionized colleges did not confine their views about 
decision-making impact to any single area or small number of areas. The 
10 areas where statistically significant differences were found represented 
faculty welfare concerns, the curriculum, presidential selection, campus 
budgetary planning, an degree of- faculty authority in campus governance. 

Whether or not these views are accurate representations of actual 

• ' ' \ ■■ y * . . 
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involvement and impact, or whether they may be reflective of perceptions and 
thus be symbolicXor idealized, the fact remains that faculty in unionized 

> - -X • ' > ■ ' '■ ■> ' 

colleges perceive a greater impact across a range of decision-making areas 
than do faculty in non-unionized colleges. 

Fourth, it would appear that demographic differences within the non- 
unionized group are more important than in the unionized group, when viewing 
faculty impact in institutional decision making. In the unionized group, 
there were less within-group differences involving demographic characteris- 
tics. This finding is consistent with the literature which observes that . 
* ** 

'"' ; - 

unionization and collective bargaining mitigate individual differences in 
favor of the benefit which collective negotiations brings to the entire 
group. This finding is supported only by the fact that there were seven \ 

significant chi squares in the unionized group and 10 in the rion-un ionized 

f 

group. This is not a great difference* ^Further, some of the chi square 
findings do not support this observation, such as "males in the unionized 
college who perceive greater' impact than females in both decision-makifrg 
areas identified as having statistical significance. Further research will 
be undertaken to clarify this inconsistency.* Some of the results involving 

non-unionized colleges do support thid** finding. One would expect that 

i 

being able to negotiate individual faculty salaries would be more Evident 
in non-unionized, than in unionized colleges, and this research supported 
that observation. In all three instances where significant chi squares 
were found involving tenure status', it was the tenured faculty who believed 
th^t they had more decision-mkking impact than did the non-tenured faculty. 
$he fi£th finding 'pertains^to* years of teaching at the college. There 



was one significant chi square Sin each faculty group. Both woul4 seem , to 
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indicate that there may be e^fcLdence of a curvilinear relationship! between 



years teaching and decision-making impact. That is, faculty with only a 
"few years experience and those with over 20 years experience generally 
express greater decision-making impact. Those faculty in the middle ranges i 
including 11-15 years of teaching experience express views about having 
less deei&ion-making impact. In the unionized group, this observation was 

.. v 

rather weak. However, it may suggest that comparatively young and then 
more senior faculty, perhaps for different reasons, experience more interest 
involvements and" thus Impact in institutional affairs while some of their 
mid^-life counterparts go through a period characterized by a degree of 

>■ "V * * ' •' Ok- r ~~ . • ; • 

fs# ". , • «'iyP* • \ 

disappointment or ^disillusionment about their influence over college , 
matters. . ■ .'■•**;% ' . * 

Sixth, ampng thejfii&nographic variables it tseemed that both primary 

^dts^p^ne jaild. tenure status were associated with views .about faculty impact 

& : \ ; ' . ' 



P^^; ■'•^^^t5^"iqnalc?)de^ision making, more than emerged involving the other 

-* # 
rariables. Whether or not pne has tenure and one's primary 

^ipViqaryfra^^iation, thus, may be important determinants in attitudes 




"t, faculty in both the nursing and communications fields 

greater decision-making impact. Faculty in humanities 
cation/recreation tended to believe that they had less 
act, regardless^)f whether or not the campus was union- 
ized. It may be that nursing and communications faculty have greater 
Lft^ktest in and perhaps control over the decision making occuring in their 
fields, 4 at least as represented by the a^eas identified in this research. 
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In 4 conclusion, additional research will be undertaken to carry this 
analysis \a bit, further in order to improve the clarity and strength of these 
observations. We will attempt to discover the interactive effects of 
demographic characteristics with union. versus non-union affiliation. This 
will enable us to make more definitive statements about the extent to which 
demographic characteristics are related to unionization. 
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Questionnaire Item 



Great afnd Moderate Impact 



,* . -, .Pre- . 
Actual Rank ferred Rank 
V. I I t 



little and No Impact 



>.' Pre-» 
Actual Rank ferred Rank 



Curriculum - Evaluation and Revision. . . . , 

Grading System 1 . . ..' . :, . , . , 
• Teaching Assignment •. , . . . . . . .. .', '., 

Curriculum Ww Educational Programs , . 
' Degree Requirements..'. \\ v . . . . . 

Types of Degrees Awarded. 



•i 



• i f 



i i t • i ■ ■ # i 



• iii 



Appointments 'of New faculty '. . J . ., . . . . 

«; program, Admission. Requirement's. 

' Teaching Load. , , , , , 

Faculty Salary Schedule. . . 
■ Raises in- Salary, for Faculty. 

Faculty Tenure.. . . ... , , , . . . . . 

,Short-Range 4 Budgetary Planning. . . . . 

Selecting 'Department/Division. Chairperson . . 
' Degree of Authority,. . . ,' . . .'. . . , 

Nonrenewals of Non-tenur§dFacuity 

Dismissal o£ Faculty for Gajg. ....... 

Selecting the Chief Expcutife Officer . . . i 
'^Selecting the Chief Academic Officer. , . . . 
. Individual Faculty Salaries Within Department 



'76.0 
74.7 
68.4 

55.8 
J7.L. 
46.7 
44.4' 
40.8 
40^6 
37i0 
36.3 
34.5. 
33.1 
25.8 
24.9 
23.2 
17.6 
17*0 
•14.8 



1 

2 
3 

■■k 
5 
6 



7 

r 

10, 

u 

12 
13 
14 

16 
17 
18 
19 

20; 



98,6 
97.1 
97.9 
98.3 
93,3 
88.7 



95.6 
93,1 
94.8 
94.4 
95.1 
90.0 
90.3 

V- 

93.4- 

87,4 

.84.4 

92.4 

.92.1 



) 




1 
4 
3 
I 
11 

JLL 
5 . 
12/ 
7 
'8 
6 

16 
15 
8 

10 
18 
19 ' 
13 

20' 



24.0' 

25.3 

31.6 

32.5 

44.2/ 

53*. 2 
55.5 
59.1 
59.4 
63.0 
63,7 
64,7 

.66.V 
74,3 
75.1 
76.8 
82.3 
83.0 
85.1 



20 
19 
18 
17 

1<! 

15' 



14 

13- 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

,4 
3 
2 
1 



1.4 
2.9 • 

";2.1 

'1.6 
6.0' 

JUJL 

4.3 
,6.9 
' 5.2 

5.6 . 

4.9 
10.1 
♦9.7 

5.6 . 

6.6 
12.5. 
14.2' 

hi 

7,8 
26.4 



20 
17 
18 
19 
11 



16/ 

V 

14 
12 
15 

5, 
'6 
12 
10 

3 
.2 

8 

7 



a For, each of 20 areas of institutional decision making, faculty were askell to give their' view about the 
extent of actual as well as*preferred faculty impact in the decision making area on that campus. / ; 
A four J point' scale was used consisting of' great, moderate, little, or no faculty impact; 



. TABLE 2 / 

.AREAS OF INCREASED IMPACT AS A. RESULT OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

(N=368) # 



* 


1st 

Jm O W 




2nd 




3rd 




Area 




7. 

so 


Choice 




Cho ice 


7. 

to 


Appointments of New Faculty 


4 


1.4 


5 


1.8 


3 


1.3 


Nonrenewals of Non-Tenured Faculty 


5 


1.7 


2 


0.7 


1 


0.4 


Ifeaisep in Faculty Salary 
Rejptaending Faculty Tenure 


. 170 


57.8 


25 


8.9 


18 


7.7 


15 


5.1 


23 


8.2" 


15 


6.4 


Dismissal of Faculty for Cause 


" 9 


3.1 


20 


7.1 


11 


4.7 


Curriculum-Evaluation & Revision 


4 


1.4 


10 


3.6 


5 


2.1 


Curriculum-Estab. New Programs 


1 


0.3 


4 


,1.4 


2 


0.9 


Degree Requirements 


1 


0.3 


1 


0.4 


' 2 


0.9 


Grading System 


0 


0.0 


2 


0'.7 


3 


1.3 


Typ-es of Degrees Awarded 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.4 


0 


0.0 


Student Admission Requirement si 


1 


0.3 


1 


0.4 


1 


0.4 


Selecting Chief Executive Officer 


0 


0.0 


4 


1.4 


' 1 


" 0.9 


Selecting Chief Academic Office^ 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.4 


2 


0.9 


Selecting Dept./Div. Chairperson 


2 


0.7 


3 a 


1.1 


10 


4.3 


Faculty Salary Schedule 


54 


18.4 


103 


36.8 


' 17 


f-3 


Individual Faculty Salary 


1 


0.3 


2 


0.7 


5 


2.1 


Short-Range Budgetary Planning 


2 


0.7 




1.4 


4 


1.7 


Teaching Load . 


15 ' 


5.1 


47 


16.8 


88 a 


37.6 


Teaching Assignment 


6 


2.0 




2.5 


26 


11.1 


Faculty Authority in Campus Governance 


1 


0.3 




0.7 


10 


4.3 


Fringe Benefits 


2 


0.7 




2.5 


3 


1.3 


Grievance and Arbitration, 


0 


0.<0 




0.4 


3 


1.3 


Policy and Procedures 


0 . 


0.0 




0.4 


0 


0.0 


Reduction of Adversary Rel. 


0 


0.0 




0.4 


0 


0.0 


Conditions of Employment 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.7 


2 


0.9 


Class Size 


1 


0.3 


1 


0.4 


1 : 


0.4 


0 

Total 


X = 




X = 




X = 


i 



'294 100.0 280 100.0 234, 100.0 



a 

Highest Response Rate 



28 



TABLE 3 
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AREAS OF DECREASED IMPACT AS A RESULT OF COLLECTIVE ' BARGAINING 



0 




(N=368) 








Area 




" lSt 

Choice 1 


Choice 7. 


3rd v 
Choice 7. 



Appointments of New Faculty 


5 


2.8 


4 


2.6 


7 


5.6 


Nonrenewals . of Non-tenured Faculty 


5 


2.8 


5 


3.3 


3 


2.4 


Raises in Faculty Salary 


11 


'6.1 


2 


1.3 


# 4 


3.2 


Recommending Faculty Tenure 


3 


. 1.7 


5 


3.3 


5 


4*0 


Dismissal of Faculty for Cause 


11 ' 


6.1 


6 


4.0 


. 1 


0.8 


Curriculum- Evaluation and Revision 


12 


6.7 


8 


5.3 


3 


2.4 


Curriculum-Estab . New Programs 


7 


3.0 


10 


6.6 


7 


5.6 


Degree Requirements 


2 


1.1 


1 


0.7 


4 


3.2 


Grading System 


0 . 


0.0 


1 


0.7 


2 


1.6 


Types of Degrees Awarded 


1 


0.6 


2 


1.3 


1 


0.8 


Student Admission Requirements 


2 


1.1 


5 


3.3 


2 


1.6 


Selecting Chief Executive Officer 


29 a 


16.1 


13 


8.6 


9 


7.3 


Selecting Chief Academic Officer 


4 


2.2 


19 a 


12.6 


8 


6.5 


Selecting Dept. /Div. Chairperson 


11 


6.1 


6 


4.0 




15.3 


Faculty Salary Schedule 


10 


5.6 


* 8 


5.3 


1 


0.8 


Individual Faculty Salary 


15 ' 


8.3 


8 


5.3 


13 


10.5 


Short-Range- Budgetary Planning 


9 


5.0 


9 . 


6.0 


6 


4.8 


Teaching Load 


15 


8.3 


10 


6.6 


5 


4.0 


Teaching Assignment- 


9 


5.0 


7 


4.6 


' 7 


5.6 


Faculty Authority in Campus Governance 


14 


7.8 


18 


11;9 


15 


12.1 


Lack of Board Concern for Faculty 


2 


1.1 


1 


0.7 


0 


0.0 


Promotions* 


2 


1.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


Distrust Between Faculty and Admin. 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


Sabbaticals 


1 


0.6 


X) 


0.0 


1 


0.8 


Class Size 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


Grievance 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.7 


0 


0.0 


Evaluations - 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.8 


Benefits 


0 


0.0 


2 


1-3 


0 


0.0 


Total 


X ■ 




X » 




X - 






iso 


100.0 


151 


100.0 


124 


100.0 



Highest Response Rate 



29 



-ERIC 



1 

2 

3 
4 
5 

6 

7 
8 
9 

-lO- 



ll 

12 
13 

14 
15 



TABLE 4 ^ 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN UNIONIZED AND NON- 
-* >IN FACULTY DECISION-MAKING 



■ '-- - ; ■ - ■ 

UNIONIZED CAMPUSES 
IMPACT 
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Decision-Making Area 



Unionized 
, (N-305) 
Mean a S.D. 



Non-Unionized 

(N-260) ' 
Mean a S.D. 



t Value 



Appointments of New Eaculty 



Non-Renewals of Non-Tenured 
Faculty 



2.50 
3.09 



Raises in Faculty Salary 2.50 
Recommending Faculty Tenure 2.74 
Dismissal of Faculty for Cause 3.05 
Curriculum-Evaluation & Revision 1.76 
Curriculum-Estab . New Programs 1.94 
Degree Requirements 2.25 

'y ' 

Grading System 1.75 
-Types-of— Degrees^Awarded" 2 -.-47— 



Student Admission Requirements .2.47 
Selecting Chief Executive Officer 3.23 
Selecting Chief Academic Officer 3.24 

2.94 



Selecting Department § 
Division Chairpersons 

Faculty Salary Schedule 



2.49 



0.94 
0.99 

0.87 
1.06 
0.96 
0.79 
0.83 
0.89 
0.95.. 
-1^00- 
1.01 
6.87 
0.82 
1.04 

0.90 



2.64 
3.15 

2.92 
3.00 

3.26 

/ 

1.87 
2.14* 
2.39 
1.78 

-2 .56- 



2.66 
3.36 
3.31 
2.90 

2.81 



0.99 
0.96 

0.95 
1.01 
0.89 
0.87 
0.09 
0.97 
1.00 
-l^OO- 



'1.02 
0.79 
0.83 
1.08 

0.98 



-1 . 73 
-0.81 

-5.44 *** 
-3.04 ** 
-2.66 ** 
-1.66 
-2.63 ** 
-1.78 
-0.29 

- r 

-1.83 
-1.93.*' 
-0.93 
0.45 

-3.88 **.* 



i 



16 


Individual Faculty Salaries 


3 .36 


0.92 


3.49 


0.81 


-1.66 




17 


Short-Ran ge Budgetary Planning 


2.62 


0.91 


" 2.97 


0.94 


-4.39 


*** 


18 


Teaching Load 


2.61 


1.04 


2.83 


1.02 


-2.52 


** 


19 


Teaching Assignments 


1.94 


0.88 


2.16 


0.93 


-2.90 


** 


20 


Faculty Authority in Campus 


2.83 


0.85 ' 


3.06 


0.87 


-3.17 


** 



* p ^ .05 
** p < .01 
*** 'p < .001 . 

a >teans are based on a scale with ;ll l" indicating great impact, "2" moderate impact, 
"3" "little impact, and "4" no impact. . 
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SIMILARITIES IN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
AT UNIONIZED AND NON-UNIONIZED CAMPUSES 

■ t 



27 



Non -Tenured 



Variable & Category 


Unionized 1 


Non-Unionized 






Ftp mien cv 


* Percentage 

— , V — . 


Freauencv 


Percent zee 


AGE 


20-29 


10 


3.8 


18 


. 5.9 • 




30-39 


88 


33.8 * 


88 


28.9 




40-49 


104 


40.0 


104 


34.1 




S0-S9 


-44 


16.9 • 


72 


23.6 


• 


60+ 


14 


'. 5.4 


23 


7.5 






260 


, 100.0 


305 


100.0 


SEX 


Male 


175 


67.3 


213 


70.1 




Female 


- 85 


32.7 


91 • 


29.9 




260 


V loo.o .. 


304 


100.0 


TENURE 


Tenured 




92,7 


274 


90.7 



19 



7.3 



28 



260 



100.0 



302 



9.3 
100.0 



DEGREE 



Diploma 
Certificate 

-Associate — 



Bachelor's 
Master's 
Specialist 
Doctoral 

YEARS TEACHING AT COLLEGE 
0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26+ 



0 
7 

5- 



20 
136 
58 
33 



259 

49 
67 
101 
36 
2 
4 



0 

2.7 
1.9 



7.7 
52.5 
22.4 
12.7 



99.9 

18.9 
25.9 
39.0 
13.9 
0.1 
0.2 



1 
5 
8 



26 
175 

si 

36 



302 

70 
68 
101 
47 
10 
7 



0.3 
1.7 

-2t6- 



v 8.6 
57.9 
16.9 
11.9 



259 



100.0 



99.9 

23.1 
22.4 
33.3 
15.5 
3.3 
2.3 



303 



99.0 



PRIMARY DISCIPLINE 



Communications ' 


20 


7.7 


31 


10.2 


Life or Phys. Sci. 


47 


18.1 


41 


13.4 


Business or Data 


28 


10.8 


26 


8.5 


Processing 










Mathematics 


18 


6.9 


21 


6.9 


Nursing or Allied 










Health 


24 


9.2 


26 


8.5 


Physical Educa- 










tion or Recreation 


M 


5.4 


14 


4.6 


Social Science 


33 


12.7 ' 


42 


13.8 


Industrial Tech.' . 


25 


9.6 


33 


10.8 


Humanities 


22 


8.5 


27 


8.9 


Fine Arts 


14 


5.4 


15 


4.9 


Developmental 










Education 


11 


4.2 


20 


6.6 


Other 


4 


1.5 


9" 


3.0 




260 


100.0 


305 


100.0 
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%.. .. .' / ; TABLE 6 %f ' 

COMPARISONS BETWEEN RESPONDENTS AT UNIONIZED AND NON-UNIONIZED 
CAMPUSES FOR SIX DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES , 



Decision-Making Area AGE 

Uiion Non-ijn 


S E X 
Union Non-Un 


TENURE 
Union Non-Un 


YEARS TEACHING 
Union Non-Un 


DISCIPLINE 
Union Non-Un 


t. App. of New Faculty 










2. Non-Henewals of 
Non-Tehirreu 










3. Raises in Faculty , 
salary 




• 




■- 


4. Recommending 

Faculty Tenure 










5. Dismissal of 

Faculty^ for .Cause % 










6 . Cqrriculum-Evalua- 
tion $ Revision 






* 


*** 


7. Curriculum-Estab. 
New Programs 








* 


3. Degree Requirements 










5. Grading System 


r 


** 






10, Types of Degrees 
Awarded 


* 








11* Student Admission 
"Requirements 




- - 

t 






12. ^ Selecting Chief 

Executive Officer 


• 


-i — - 


* 




13. Selecting Chief 
Academic Officer 










14. Selecting Department 
5 Div. Chairpersons 


* 








15. Faculty Salary 
Schedule 


KA 








16. Ind. Faculty Salaries 








17. Short -Range Budgetary 
Planning 


** 




— ~~w ; 


. * 


18. Teaching Load 




* * 






19. Teaching Assignments ^ 




** 






20. Faculty Authority 

in Campus Governance 











* p <.05 
** p< .01 
*** p<.001 
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TABLE 7 



EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 
IN UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO SEX AND TENURE 
■ ■ (% in Parentheses) 



Decision- 
Making Area 



Great Moderate Little No 
Impact Impact Impact Impact 



Total 



Selecting -Depart- 
ment § Division 
Chairpersons *(14) 



Male 



Female 



22 33 57 54 

(13.3) <19.9) (34.3) (32.5) 

11 10 20 41 

(13.4) 12.2) (24.4) (50.0) 



Chi Square 7.99, p <.05 



166 



82 



248 



Short- Range" 
Budgetary ) 



Planning (17) 



Appointment of 
New Faculty 



Male 



22 65 62 25 

(12 . 6 ) (37. 4) (35.6) (14.4) 



Female 



Chi Square 



4 33 
(4.7) (38.8) 



22 

(25.9) 



12.92, p^ 



01 



26 
(30.6) 



2 90l 

(13.3) (37.3) 



Tenured 
Non-Tenured 
Chi Square 9.27, p <..05 



7 7 
(36.8) (36.8) 



78 
(32.4) 

2 

(10.5) 



41 
(17.0) 

3 

(15.8) 



174 



85 



259 



241 



19 



260 



Teaching Load 
# 



38 84 
(15.8) (35.0) 



Tenured 
Non -Tenured 

« 

Chi Square 9.89, p < .05 



3 3 
(15.8) (15.8) 



52 
(21.7) 

10 
(52.6) 



66^ 
(27.5) 

3 

(15.8) 



240 



19 



259 



33 



* TABLE'S 

EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED BECISION-MAKING AREAS 
IN UNIONIZED COLLEGE?. ACCORDING TO YEARS TEACHING 
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(% in Parentheses) m - * 


Decis ion -Making 




Great". 




Little 


NO 


iorai 


Area 




Impact 


Impact 


Impact 


Impact 




Selecting .Chief 


0-5 


2 


7 


15 


24 


48 


Executive 




(4.2) 


(14.6) 


(31.3) 


(50.0) 




Orricer 










■ % 






6-10 


3 


11 


16 


36 


66 






(4.5) 


• (16.7) . 


(24.2) . 


(54.5) 






11-15 


0 


22 


36 


. 43 


101 






(0.0) 


(21.8) 


(35.6) 


(42.6) 






16-20 


0 


•• ' 6 


. 17 


13 


36 






(0.0) 


' ~.(16\7) 


■ (47.2) ' 


(36.1) 





Chi square 20.04, p <. .05 



251 
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EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 
IN UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO PRIMARY DISCIPLINE 
* ' (X in, Parentheses) 



Decision -Making Area 



Great 
Impact 



Moderate 
Impact 



Little No 
Impact Impact 



Total 



Appointments of 
New Faculty 

Communications 



5 

(25.0) 



9 

(45.0) 



5 

(25.0) 



1 

( 5.0) 



Life or Physical 
Science 

Business or Data 
Processing 



10 
(21.3) 

3 

(10.7) 



15 
(31.9) 

13 
(46.4) 



16 
(34.0) 

10 
(35.7) 



6 

(12.8) 
2 

( 7.1) 



Mathematics 



Nursing or Allied 
Health 



Phys'ica^ Education 
or Recreation 



2 

(11.1) 
2 

( 8.3) 



0 

( 0.0) 



9 

(50.0) 
6 

(25.0) 



5 . 
(35.7) 



4 

(22.2) 
6 

(25.0) 



' 3 
(16.7) 

10 
(41.7) 



.3 
(21.4) 



6 

(42.9) 



Social Science 



4 

(12.1) 



■17 
(51.5) 



10 
(30.3) 



2 

( 6.1) 



Industrial Technology 



Humanities 



5 

(20.0) 
4 

(18.2) 



6 

(24.0) 
6 

(27.3) 



9 

(36.0) 

• 8 
(36.4) 



5 

(20.0) 
4 

(18.2) 



Fine Arts 



1 

( 7.1) 



* 9 
(64.3) 



2 2 
(14.3) (14.3) 



Developmental 
Education 



2 

(18.2) 



2 

(18.2) 



6 1 
(54.5) ( 9.1) 



Chi square 48.43, p <.05 



) 



35 



EXTENT OF FACULTY ifiPACT ON SELECTED D^STON-MAKING AREAS 
IN UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO PRIMARY DISCIPLINE 

(X in Parentheses) 



Decision-Making Area Great 
' Impact 



Curriculum - Establishing 
New Programs 

Communications 



Life or Physical 
Science 

Business or Data 
Processing 

Mathematics 



6 

(31.6) 

(31-9) 
§ 

18 
(64.3) 

1 

( 5.6) 



Moderate 
Impact 



Little No 
Impact Impact 



Total 



6. 
(31.6) 

23 
(48.9) 

7 

(25.0) 

10 
(55.6) 



5 2 

(26.3)" (10.5) 

. 9 0 

(19.1) ( 0.0) 

2 . 1 

( 7.1) ( 3.6) 

4 3 

(22.2) (16.7) 



19 



47 



28 



18 



Nursing or Allied 
Health 



10 
(41.7) 



11 
(45.8) 



2 1 
( 8.3) ' ( 4.2) 



24 



Physical Education 
or Recreation 

Social Science 
Industrial Technology 
Humanities 



3 

(21.4) 
9 

(27.3) 
9 

(36.0) 
6 

(28.6) 



- 8 
(57.1) 

16 
(48.5) 

10 
(40.0) 

11 
(52.4) 



3 0 
(21.4) ( 0.0) 

7 ' 1 

(21.2) ( 3.0) 

5 1 

(20.0) ( 4.0) 

4 0 
(19.0) ( 0.0) 



14 



33 



25 



21 



Fine Arts 



5 

(38.5) 



3 

(23.1) 



5 0 
(38.5) ( 0.0) 



13 



Developmental 
Education 



4 

(40.0) 



2 

fcO.0) 



Chi square 50.14, p ^ .05 



4 0 
(40.0) ( 0.0) 



10 



36 



EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 
IN NON-UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO SEX AND TENURE ■ 



Grading 
System 



Tenured 



Non- 
Tenured 



147 
(54.0) 

14 — 
(50.0) 



70 

(25.7) 



Chi square 11.25, p < 



(10.7) 
.01 



35 
(12.9) 



20 

(7.4) 



(14.3) : (25.0) 



taking Area Category Gr. 


Impact 


Mod. I mo act 


Little Im. 


No Imp. 


Total 


Types of 


Male 


37 


65 


73 


35 • 


210 


Degrees 




(17.6) 


(31.0) 


(34.8) 


(16.7) 




Awarded 
















Com ol a 


1 9 


9Q 


91 


2o 




* 




(13.6) 


(33.0) 


(23.91 


(29.5) 


88 




uii square 


8.04,^ 


.05 






298 
















Individual 


Male 




17 


50 


129 


200 






(2^0) 


(8.5) 


(25.0) 


(64.5) 




Salaries 
















Female 


6 


11 


11 


59 


87 






(6.9) 


(12.6) 


(12 .6) 


(ej.8) 






Chi square 


9.70, p 


< .05 






287 



272 



28 



300 



Teaching 
Load 



Teaching 
Assign- 
ments 



Tenured 



Non- 
Tenured 



35 

(12.8) 
1 

(3.6) 



Chi square 9.15, p < 
Tenured 



Non- 
TenUred 



74 
(27.1) 

2 

(7.1) 



.05 



67 
(24.5) 

9 

(32.1) 



114 
(41.8) 

15 
(53.6) 



Chi 



square 12.83, p < 



.01 



79 93 

(28.8) (33.9) 

14 4 

(50.0) (14.3) 



53 V 32 
(19.4) (11.7) 



11. 



0 



(39.3)" (0.0) 



274 
28 

302 

273 
28 

301 
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TABLE * 12 ' ' : v 

EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED DECK ION -MAKING AREAS 
IN NON-UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO YEARS TEACHING 

^ (% in Parentheses)* 

Decision -Making Great ^bflirate Little No Total 
Area Category Impact Impact Impact Impact 



Curriculum- 


0-5 


34 


27 


7 


2 


70 


Evaluatfcn 
and * X 




(48. 6) 


(38.6) 


(10.0) 


(2.9) 




Revision 


6-10 


37 


15 


14 


2 


68 






(54.4) 


(22.1) 


(20.6) 


(2.9) 






11-15 , 




39 


26 


■ 6 


101 






(29.7) 


(38.6) 


(25.7). 


(5.9) 






16-20 


15 


19 


13 


0 


47 






(31.9) 


(40.4) 


(27.7) 


(0.0) 






21-25 


4 


4 


1 


1 


10 






(40.0) 


(40.0) 


(10.0) 


(10.0) 


1 



Chi square — 28.18, p < — .05 
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EXTENT^* 'FACULTY TMJfggt ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 
4^^^/ IN .NON-UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO / PRIMARY DISCIPLINE 



CX in Parentheses) 



Decision*- Making Area Great 
& Category Impact 



1 



~W lb derate 
Impact 



Appointments of 
New Faculty 

Communications 



L£rc'or Physical 




Mathematics 



Nursdjig or. Affried 
Health 

Physical Eduction 
or Re ere at ioriv 

- i 

Social Science v 



Industrial Technology 



Humanities 



Fine Arts 



Developmental 
- Education 



tittle No 
Impact Impact 



Total 



6 

(19.4) 

* o * 


13 
(41.9) 


5 

(16.1) 


. 7 
(22.6) 


31 


4 

( ?.8) 


19 
(46.3) 


13 
(31.7) 


5 

(12.2) 


41 


' 7 
(26.9) 


9 

(34.6) 


5 "■ 
(19.2) 


5 

(19.2) . 


26 


2 

( 9.5) 


9 

(42.9) 


9 

/AO O \ 

(42.9) 


1 

( 4.8; 


21 


11 
(42.3) 


4 

(15.4) 


10 
(38.5) 


1 

(3.8) 


26 


0 

( 0.0) 


4 

(28.6) 


5 

<35.7) 


5 

(35.7) 


14 


3 

( 7.1) 


13 
(31.0) 


10 
(23.8) 


16 
(38.1) 


42 


4 

(12.1) 


6 

(18.2) 


12 
(36.4) 


i 

(33.3) 


33 


3 ° / 
(11.5) / 


' 5 
'(19.2) 


12 
(46.2) 


6 

(23.1) 


26 


. 2 
(13.3) 


6 " 
(40.0) 


- 3 

(20. oy 


4 

(26.7) 


15 


1- » 
< .5.0) 


6 

(30.0) 


) 

5 

(25.0) 


8 

(40.0) 


20 


Chi square 67.61, 


p-< .001 




i 





V EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT; ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 

IN NON-UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO PRIMARY? DISCIPLINE 

(% in Parentheses) 

Decision-Making Area - Great * Moderate ^ Little JJo Total 

■ ; & Category > ' . Impact * v * Impact V, Impact [ Impact • 

Curriculum- •, • ■ * • ■ 

^Evaluation % * 



& Revision 
Communications 


10 . 
(32.3) 


" 16 
(31. 6); , 


' 5' • 
(16 il) 


0 . 

( o.;o) .-. 


. 31 


Lire or rn/5iLdi 
Science 


17 * 
(41.5) \, 


, 15 
(36.6) 


(17.1) 


2 

( 4.9) 


41 


Business or Data 
e Processing • 


'•'15 
(57.7) 


.6 

: (23.1) . 


5 

(19.2) 


0 

( 0.0) 


26 


Mathematics 


' 6 
(28; 6*) 


, 11 
(52.4) 


4 

(19. ,0) 


0 

(-P-0) 


21 


Nursing or Allied 
Meal Zri * "* 


22 


3 

(11. 5") 


1 

- ( 3.8") 


0 

f 0.01 


26 


Physical Education 
<*r Recreation 


5 

(35.7) 


2 

(14.3) 


7 

(50.0) 


0 

• ( 0.0) 


14 


Social Science 


11 ' 
(26.2) 


-<)L 

15 ; , 
, (35.7) 


.12 • 
(28.6) 


4 

( 9.5) 


42 


Industrial Technology 


17 
(51.5) ■ 


• 10 
(30.3) 


4 

(12.1) 


2 • - • ' " 
( 6.1) . 


33 


Humanities ' ' 


8 

C29.6) * 


» 10 
(37.0) 


7 

(25.9.) 


' : » 2 

( 7.4) ( 


27 


Fine Arts 

» 


. - 4 •'* 
(26.7) 


7 

(46.7) ... * 


2 

(13.3) 


2 

(13.3) 


15 


Developmental '■ 
Education 


6 

(30.0) 


6 

(30.0) 


8 ■ .. 
, (40.0) 


0 .. 
( 0.0) ; 


20 




Chi square '64.30, 


p < .001 


< » 
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. . i ■ TABLE 15 ' 

* EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 

IN NON-UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING. TO PRIMARY DISCIPLINE 

(% in Parentheses) 

._ '■ " ■ _ . - •■ ' i : ■ i_ * , 

Detis ion-Making Area Great Moderates Little No Total 
& Category * , .Impact ■_ Iiftpact Impact Impact 

Student Admission * V * * 

Requirements 

Communications .7 . 13 , 8 * 3 31 

. (22.6) ' ,S (41.9) (25.8) - ( 9.7) : 

Life or Physical t 4 - 16 ■ 12 8 40 



Industrial Technology 



Humanities 



ERIC 



Science ' (10.0) (40.0) • (30.0) (20.0) 

Business or Data , 4 4 13 4 25 

. Processing (16.0) (16.0) . ■ (52.0) (16.0) 

"• T ~ : . ". .. . ♦ " : 

Mathematics .3 4 9 5 ;?1 

(14.3) (19.0) (42.9) (23.8) 

Nursing or Allied 14 9 v 3 0 26 

Health (53.8) (34. ,6) (11.5) ( 0.0) 

Physical Education 1 2 .7 4 14 

or Recreation (7.1) (14.3) (50.0) (28.6) 

Social Science 5 6 18 12 41 

(12.2) • (14.6) (43.9) (29.3) 



7 ■* 6 8 12 33 

(21.2) (18.2) (24.2) (36.4) 

2 5 11 8 , 26 

( 7.7) " (19.2) (42.3) (30.8) 



1 



» . • ■ \ 

Fine Arts * 



. 3 - 4 3 4 14 

(21.4) (28.6) (21.4) (28.6) 



Developmental 1 5 -6 7 19 

Education , (5.3) (26.3) (31.6) (36.8) . 

. JL _ Chi square 67.96, p <C.0Q1 . 
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'.. *... TABLE 16 ^ 

EXTENT OF FACULTY IMPACT ON SELECTED DECISION-MAKING AREAS 
IN NON-UNIONIZED COLLEGES ACCORDING TO PRIMARY DISCIPLINE 

(% in* Parentheses) 



Decision-Making Area 
& Cateeorv 


Great 
Impact 


Moderate 
Impact 


Little 
Impact 


No 
. .Impact 


, Total 


Short-Range 

Budgetary planning 

Communications 


c 3.3^ y. 


9 7 

• (23.3) 


* 

11 * 
. (36.7) 


11 
(36.7) 


on 

. JU 


Life or Physical 
Science 


- 2 
( 4.9) • 


11 
(26.8) 


15 
(36.6) 


1 *x 
1j 

(31.7) 


41 


Business or Data 
Processing 


( 8?0) 


7 

(28.0) 


10 
(40.0) 


6 

(24.0) 


25 


Mathematics 


0 

( 0.0) 


4 

(19.0) 


9 * 
(42.9) 


, 8 
(38.1) ~ 


21 


Nursing or Allied 
Health 


6 

(24.0)" 


3 

(12.0) 


8 

(32.0) 


•8 
(32.0) 


25" 


Phys i c al Educat ion 
or Recreation 


(^1) 


2 

(14.3) 


8 

• (57.1) 


(21.4) 




Social Science 


. 2 . 
( 4.8) 


3 

• (7 .1) 


19 
(45.2) 


18 
(42.9) 


42 


Industrial Technology 


9 

(27.3) 


6 

(18.2) 


8 

(24.2) 


10 
(30.3) 


33 


Humanities 


0 

(0.0) 


.. 4 
(14.8) 


, 3-2 
(44.4) 


11 

' (40.7) 


27 


Fine Arts j 


• 3 
(20.0) 


5 

(33.3) 


4 

(26.7) 


3 

(20.0) 


.15 


Developmental 
Education * 


0 

( 0.0) ' 
Chi square 


" 3 • 
(15.8) 

53.64, p <^.01* 


6 

(31.6) 


10 
(52.6) 


v 19 



ERIC 
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